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I submi! t~~ following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM")" r~leaSed Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

\ ' "\\ .

Any r:)eW'FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proP~,~~h3;J~iscussedin the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especiC\lJy religious broadcasters, to tak~ advice from
people who do rlot share their values. The NPRM's propos$d advisory board proposals would impose such
un<;!c;>nstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
valwes could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints tb shape their programming. The First '
Am:e/iJdment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) I \\ ,,""!1n~..~ft~, ~~st ~~t t~r~, ~yery ra~i~.~tation into a publi~,f,orumwrere anyone and everyone have
rigHts 10 air time. Proposed puplic access requirements would do so'- even if a religious broadcaster

. consciel].tiously..QPjectsJo the message. The First Amel)9meflt forbids imposition of message delivery
nii,m....cat'es-on any religion. . ,

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and

. propl0sals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
reli~ious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5)' Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular.
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Y.et, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantialry raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed ..::=:i.;au;.........~
"NPRMD

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
~ - rights to airtime. -Proposed-publie-aooessfeq\;lirements would do sa-·even-if a religious~broadeaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not proper1y dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of eertain.c1asses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~.~
Si ature

Name

Umc.W"~ C=n"i&M
Title (if any)

of.+Pv.. {).h~ S~c*~CA.
Organization (if any)

I~\\~ E, L\V"\,~6..h.~.

Address ~e.- I CD ~a \2i

Phone

~o. of Copies rac'd 0
l,stABCDE



,Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04..233

RECEIVED &,INSPECTED
!

APR ~ 5 200~

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RI lemalillta.(the
l
LROO!M

"NPRMn), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket NO. 04-233. FCli';MA "

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

\

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of lioense for chOosing to follow their Own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fjrst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaSter,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time, Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiOUS broadca$ter
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impOSition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporling on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees WOuld be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appliQflnts by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerCion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the meSSages they
correspond to their beliefs could face fong, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Oommission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasterS', by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these propos,als would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

I urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Sincerely,

Michaelene Larson
1855 Pilgrim Street SE
Salem, OR 97302

Cc: U.s. Senator Gordon Smith
U.S. Senator Ron Wyden
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB·Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following cpmments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos~fGGnMAJUtttelOOM
"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 20Ba, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutic;mal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment J:lrohibits gOVEi1rnment, inclIJ,ding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
pa~icularly a.Jeligjl'!u~. brqadca~ter, mlJ\st pre,sent.I: ~ . .,....1 "". " -

.";(~i :" :1i~~ fi~:~I!l~t~r,.o1tt~n··~feliY''i'adio 'station ihto a pUblic forum wherean~(me am:!'everyone has.
:j-j'ghfs,teair.fijhe. l.m!~Mp'M@'lic access rE\q'U1rementS-woUlCl do so - even if areligious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, e~pecially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force' Feporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be ..
automaticall¥\~arred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of\eerta:in .~Jasses of applicants .by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religioCis bro,adcast~rs. TRose who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
CQrrespond to'their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market 'broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising, costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

W,li .u~ge the fCC tlot.,to adopt rules, procedures or policies discus~ed above.
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APR 2 5. 2008

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaki g (the "NPRM")\LROOM
released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. fCC-M~ . .
I wish to express my intense feelings about your proposed rule changes. I RESENT how these rule anges could
adversely affect my current radio station. I listen CONSTANTLY and know of others who do also. This station is a
powerful AID in helping me to maintain perspective in this life in order to SURVIVE. Perspective is getting ever
increasingly more difficult to maintain today as Intense negative influences consistently squeeze my finances and
emotions. PLEASE do not add to already suffocating effects by imposing your proposed rules on my SUPPORTIVE K-
LOVE radjo staijonllll!l!! This station pours out messages of HOPE all over my community and country. Tell me. how
,2ten can one hear ENCOURAGING messages of HOPE and LOVe th~se days???????..My station relies on finances
coming in trom the listeners anacan not survive costly additions added by your proposed rule changes.

To require "Community Advisory Boards'l-is'absurd;'ONE"Board to'oversee what-iS"'best'-forthe'majority-of1he- ---_._-­
population? This is FREEDOM of RIGHTS? HAHI REALITY CHECK PLEEEEEEEEEESEI!lIIIIII!!I Any new FCC rules,
policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if
enacted. would do so - and must not be adoptedI

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from people who
do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adVisory board propOsals would impose such unconstitutional
mandates. Religiaus bra~dcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their values could face increased
harassment, complaJnts and even Joss of license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing
in~mpatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has rights to air
time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster conscientiously objects to the
message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice of
programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and proposals to
force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial
choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be automatically
barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speoial renewal review of certain classes
of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay
true to their consciences and present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) ManY Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular stations.
K~~~iQ.g the ~Iectricity flowiAg is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller
'. _l~!;)rOllij~$te-rs,~y,;~J.1Jl:fsta-ntiaIlYJraisingcosts in two ways: (a) by reqUiring staff presence whenever a station is on
th: r~1il:1d\:,{bfb.y1P_r;tIl~tr.e-stti.GtTng t.ti@iD+sty~jo location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
clit8aeks -,and cuJtailea~service is cQhtrary to the public interest.

We~ the FCC..to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

, RECElVED &lNSP1:l;TED,
APR 2 5 2008

I submit the following com~ents in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed F qtaaSi"MittALROOM
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their ,
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religi0us broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(\3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming,-especialiy' religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
co~stit~.ti~nally-protected editorial choices.

t4)" .. - . The FCC must no~ establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application Pr.9'6~~.sj[lg,. Tbe.propesedmandatory special renewal

. rev,iew of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
leli~ibus broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

~ _... - -. - ...

-
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze'niche and smaffer market broadcasters, by substantiaffy raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

, .
••M:k ~ .~r.~~:':th'e'~eC;'~l~fOadEPt rules, pr.ocedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, 'complaints and even loss of license for choosin'g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by ahy government agency - an9
proposals 1'0 force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. .

(4.).' . ° <rhe FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automafically"'batretl from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conl3ciEmce~ and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentiallYruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) 'Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence' whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by f!Jrther restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

'~e,.U.Ji~#;,thelCG not.to ?dopt,rules,. proc~dures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the follOWing comments In response to the Localism Notice of Propos el-RttlemakiAg-ftfle---....

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04..233.

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedulles must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals disoussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters', to take advice from
people Who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those wno don't:share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conscienoes, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. Ttae First "
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
partioularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster'
conscientiously ,objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imf:>Osition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmingj esp~oially religieus programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force repoliting on sl:Ich things as who produeed what .programs would intrUde on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.' •

(4) The FCC must not establiSh a two-tiered renewal system in which certaiA licensees would be'
automatically barrecl fram routine renewal applioation processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r.ev,idw of certainclasl;ie$.of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

, ·r.ell€Ji~lJIs·.\:)roadcastE:lrs: :'those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
,o~fr.e~po'J'iid to tli\eir b~liefs cQtlld:face long, expensive and potentially rU.inous renewal proceedings. ,.

(5) Mar:\y Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smallerma~ket.broadcast~rsl by SUbstantially raisi~9.Costs i.n two.~ays: (~) by re~uiri~g
staff .presence Whenev~r a station IS on the air and, (b) by further restrlotlng main stUdiO location chOices.
'Rai~lh~:c.~sts With these' pmposals would force service cutbacks - and culitaileeservice is contrary to the'
'public 1'nterest.

WeJimge t~e'FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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suomitthe'folld~ini;i cdf:nmelnts in're~ponse to the'Lci:calisrh Nc'tice ofPropdse~ m~~rahe :
"NPRM

n

), releas~.d J~n.34,,:2q08, ,i~¥~,pocket No. O~-~.3~., " ." • Hoi -'~: ,.. . 1/iILFlOQ i
1"'" , '. f' I ., I,··J t" I" ~. , .. ,c-~ '!III

Any new FCC rUles,~policies 'dt pi'hcedures (Ylllst not violate First Amepdip.ent ,right$.. 'A"n~mber of
pro~~sals d,~~~U~s:,? i~: m~;~\~M" it ~p~Tte~; W<?~,I~,qbso,- anQ mus~ n'b.t be'a~9RteR':' T : -':11

t1) The FCC m'U'st hot f6rc'fi'radio stmidhs, :asp~cialiy re'liglbus b'rbaClc~~t~rs; t6 YerKe' advice from
people who do I)ot s~.~re t!l~ir. ~~Iu~s. Tb~ NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates:' L'Rellgious Iitoadcasters who resist adv.ice from those who don't share their
values could facEnj,dreased Harass~e~~; cori:Jp'iairits and Men l~ss)of_licl;i~~~'~or choosing to follow their,py.'n
consciences, rather tl'lan allowin~~ irico":!patible:Viewpoints t~ shape their programming. The First . ,. ':
Amendment prohibits government~ inclUding tHe FCC, from' dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, '.'
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
- ---rightsio airiima-Prop-esed-pt1B1iccfCcess-requir er t1ents"Would"'tlo:-so= even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

I' • • ' ~ I

(3) Ttie FCC must not fOrce! revela'tion of specific editorial :decision-niaki~g information. The choice
of programming, esp'ecially religibu's programl)iing, is not properly di9~af$,d h¥ al)y government agency - a~d ,
proposals to for~e r~p.o.rti.ng o~ such thi.n,9.s'as whb producif,Cl wh~t progralTIs,would intrude on '. ,
constitutionally-protected 'editorial choides. -" ,', .' ..• .

.:.' 't\.. f, :'. "'oj • 1~''; I~ ,,: r • , I.. ~. , _'.

(4) The FCC m/.i~i n8t M{a()llstil~ tW6~tU~red rertewal'syst~in 'in Wlik:h cett'aiil Iit:e~:s~~!~'would be
aut?matically.f~arr~d froWJqyt,in~ rene~~I, appli~~ti~P\w~ce~s!r;Jg. Th~e prop~~~~ 91q9~atory spe?ial renewal
review of certam classesJ5f;apphcantsJ'x.the 99rn~I~~I?n:rs tr:..ems~I~~~ ,~91\.1ld ~rpount \~ po~.rclpn ,pf
religious broadcasters. "~6se who stay"true to tlielr consciences ahd present oMy the messages t~ey
corre~pond to theic b~!i~fs coUld face lonQ. expensive an.d. potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.
.. ' ;'¥, , 'r I· . ~" ; I '. I :..•.f.. !, •

(5) 1 •• Mari~ dhM~Ha~' broa'~ba'~ters 'ope'r:3te on tigHt'budgets, 'a's'do mkny small~~ markef ~scur~~
stationl;i. )<e~ping th~,e;lectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeez~ bic~~ ;:Ind. s1rlC\lIerTmelr~eb,b.~qGlCilc,as~ers, by,su~~tan.tially.raisi[lg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff 'presence wlieneve'r~ 'station i~"bn the'eiir aii'd;'(b)"by further restrlcting main studio location choices.
Rail:!lng ',eosts with these ,proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
p\ilblib interest.

,.~c£~~ocedures or policies discussed above.

--~---~--- 0 - - -- - {fI-XoZ~{)O?6_H

;~2 BIJ:/~ hdbbftl~" /~
Address IfPftJj:J Q '
W-~324bz1 :
Phone

No. of Copies rec'd'-""_-Tl
ListABCDE .

,.1 "



,~~--

, .'J;
Recelvctl &Innpccled

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaki'l1~ Mail Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. !

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not ·force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
pal'l:icularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of oertain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corr.esll.ond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further .
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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~omJOents in :R~ponse to LocaU$m~Notice OffroposedRulemaking
MBDocket No. 04-233

, I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUle~<idR. ~,i1 Room
'NPRMj, released Jan. 24,2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. . :

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Anumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'sproposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religrous broadcasters who resistadvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, iTom dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present

(2) The FCC must_not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed publio·acdesS requirementswould doso - even ifa religi(:)us broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition ofmessage delivery
mandates on any religron.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation ofspecific editorial decision--making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who prodUced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal appncation processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review ofcertain classes ofapplfeanls by tfte Commissroners tfternselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcastets. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they'
corresPQnd. to their beliefs cQulCl-faQe (ong, exp~nsive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bud!Jets. as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smallermarket broadcastets, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising. costs with these proposalswould force service cutbacks- and curtailed service is contrary to the
pub6c interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures ()r policies discussed above.
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FCC MaU Room

Docket # 04233
Secretary FCC
445 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

ATlN: Chief Media Bureau

We are writing concerning the proposed FCC changes to Christian broadcasting stations.
You must not let these changes take place.

We listen to Air 1, K Love, and several other Christian radio and TV stations. We have
yoUng children and it is the only broadcasting we will allow them to be exposed to. We
want our childrert and future generations to continue to enjoy the positive and uplifting
atmosphere that these stations offer.

That is why we support these stations finanacially. WE pay for them to stay on the air,
NOT the government. People who don't want to hear what these stations have to offer

~ can tum their dial to the nearest commercialized. station that offers them and their
children large doses of drug references, violent attitudes, and sexually explicit material.
There are many children out there that only listen to these things because their parents
allow them to. What ifwe made laws that didn't allow sexually based music on the air,
'or forced these radio stations to take public opinion polls to decide what songs they could
play, or what comments or jokes they could make? Well I guess Brittany, and Christina,
and Fity, and Pink, and Marilyn Manson, and all the musicians trying to sell sex and
·violence would be very upset, and would probably take the matter to court and say it was,

.. ..unoonst~tutional.,

~t is putJ:~geous that the gove1"D;IIlent allows all the crap that is on the airwaves and
~telev4~ion stations now-a-days, but when someone actually tries to do something good,
they get pwllshed.

,PLEASE do not allow changes in FCC regulations to take away our children's
opportunity to have positive and encouraging messages broadcasted each day. After all ,til
this young generation that we ~e raising will be our future leaders. What message d~O ~~
you want to help fonn their young minds? Pleasure seeking self-indulgency? . \).11

Or responsibility, self-esteem, faith, love hope, and charity? t\ :
,~" I. iJ . .' .!~, I~ t r\..o...OJ :. JJ ~ ~ (. " • " ~c.J

,.',,~ ~~~ 1;- ;l'~ It\ ~ "~~ :.', 1~ -'--~"--" A~ • • I'
N";:,. ' ~ ~J _, ,- r \ '-

, , ,·):,Th@IlkYOUfQr~~urtime. ~,~,., ~, ~\"
~::""l.~ . ',:J'heButzF~~ly. ) -\;:'~'It"'V 0"a' .. ~<.
h~ ., .• ' ~rM:I~~';-~ ~"-fii.:.f}. r~t:,~.:;-I ..G. of Gopie$\ . -;~';~t:: \,' /
'1}#1,~~}<~:: ;~'-i.,::.l]~ I ~ ~ ';, ,,~r,.. ~, 'i- 'lstABCDE ~"', ,~,., :U,.
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.Comments [n Re~ponse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
'MatPo'~ketNb. 04~233 ,

RECEIVED & INSPECTED

APR 25Z008 :
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru ep:'~M)t\1 LROOM

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. •

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose'such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
consciMtiously objects to the message. The first Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion:

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those wl'lo stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Commenl$ in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04..233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

RECE\VEO &\NSPECTEq

APR 2 5 2008

uFCC:UtA'LROO~
i

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
consCieflticruslYl:ibjects-to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision·making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally.protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those wl10 stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller lTlarket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rUles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice ofProposed
Rulemaking.

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Streett SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.

Dear Secretary:

RECEIVED &INSPECTED

APR 2 5 2008

FCC-MAILROOM

I would like to respectfully request that rule changes being considered by the FCC in MB
Docket No. 04-233 !!!!! be enacted.

My household currently listens to local Christian radio stations and primarily the national
Klove station. Through difficulties of being unable to have a child, losing our first
adopted child after six weeks back to his birthmother because of red tape and later going
through cancer with my husband, these stations have been my lifeline. I ask that you do
not endanger these stations for people like me who depend on these stations for the help
and encouragement we need.

I ,understand these changes would require all radio stations to take advice from a local
advisory board. Though these would intentionally be representative ofthe local
population, I would ask why people ofa different perspective would have to be in danger
ofbeing denied a radio station. I believe this could very well happen ifthe station's
renewal oftheir license is tied up or denied because they do not conform to their particular
guidelines.

Is it not freedom to allow stations that are listener supported, as Klove and one ofour
local stations i~, to thrive: or die due to people supporting it or not. Likewise a station

" ·:w1ili.ad\{~ts~1(€n;tsjs~na:turallY"regulated by people supporting the advertising' businesses
or withdrawing support.

With strong convictions guiding these stations and the people that listen to them, I ask
that you do not remove our freedoms to hear what we believe in and not J!!n to listen to
things contrary to our convictions. '

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely, .

q/WU\M~~eI

Anne:. r; fe.qeAa. Jat
{pr;>g 10, Lz mfle i?al.
~~Fe..r.J iVY ~02 laO'!
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